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intoxicating liquor, enforceable in Arizona despite the Eigh-
teenth Amendment then in force.33 While, the court said,
there were previous cases reluctant to enforce a foreign
transaction which the law of the forum would disapprove,
later decisions have realized the necessity that the course of
trade
". . . should be encouraged and fostered for mutual welfare.
Of those Mexicans with whom we make valid contracts in
this country, we expect faithful performance or the right
to secure redress through Mexican courts. Adverse decisions
on grounds of policy will breed suspicion or discrimination
against us. We should be careful not to give less than we
expect to receive."
Sunday contracts. Another informing example is the treat-
ment of Sunday contracts in American courts. Among eight
cases cited by Beale,34 in four the validity of the transaction
was recognized under the lex loci contracts.35 In one case,
under the lex loci solutionis?* and in two cases where the
contract was made between persons present and naturally
subject to the law of the place of contracting,37 invalidity
was pronounced, evidently for individual equitable considera-
33 Veytia v. Alvarez (1926)   30 Ariz. 316, 329, 247 Pac.  117, 121, 122.
Contra: Ayub v. Automobile Mortgage Co. (Tex. Civ. App. 1923) 252 S. W.
287, representing a minority view, as stated by STUMBERG 252 n. 71.
34 2 BEALE 1233 ns. i and 6 and 1235 n. 6.
35  Swann v. Swann (E. D. Ark. 1884) 21 Fed. 299, Caldwell, J., declaring
that the prohibition of Sunday contracts in Arkansas is not meant to constitute
a strong public policy; Brown v. Browning (1886)  15 R. I. 422, 7 Atl. 403
(contract made in Connecticut after sunset on Sunday valid by Conn, statute) ;
McKee v. Jones (1890)   67 Miss. 405, 7 So. 348  (sale of a horse, clearly
governed by the law of Louisiana where it was permitted) 5 Watkins Co. v. Hill
(1926)  214 Ala. 507, 108 So. 244. Adds Stamps v. Frost (1935)  174 Miss.
325, 164 So.  584  (terms agreed upon on Sunday in Tennessee, executed on
Monday; contract would have been void if agreed to on Sunday in Mississippi).
36 Brown v. Gates (1904)  120 Wis. 349, 97 N. W. 221, rehearing denied
(1904) 98 N. W. 205. See the comment by BATIFFOL 50 n. i.
37 Strouse v. Lanctot (Miss. 1900) 27 So. 606 (judgment for a resident who
had been persuaded by a traveling salesman on a Sunday to order a number
of suits); Lovell v. Boston & Maine R. Co.  (1910)  75 N. H. 568, 78 Atl.
621   (the waiver of liability of the railway invalidated, but nevertheless the
liability affirmed on torts principles, the action being an "action on the case")*